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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. In response to communications filed on 7/19/2004, applicant cancels claims 2, 15, 28, 37, 
54, and 67, and has amended claims 1, 3, 14, 16, 27, 29, 36, 38, 45, 50, 53, 55, 66 and 68. The 
following claims 1, 3 - 14, 16 - 27, 29 - 36, 38 - 53, 55 - 66 and 68 - 80 are presented for 
examination. 

2. Applicant's arguments, pages 12-18, filed on 7/19/2004, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 1, 3 - 14, 16 - 27, 29 - 36, 38 - 53, 55 - 66, and 68 - 80 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Mast in combination with Balogh do not teach the claim limitation as amended of 
recognizing individual pixel datum as being protected or unprotected based on the least 
significant bits of the datum . Upon further consideration a new ground of rejection is made in 
view of Murphy in combination with Mast. Murphy discloses modifying least significant bits of 
stored pixel data prior to its being received by the video RAM, for example (see column 4, lines 

1 1-25; column 7, lines 5-56), and further discloses recognizing individual pixel data as being 
protected or unprotected based on the least significant bits of the datum, for example (see column 
4, lines 1 1-25; column 7, lines 5-56; column 20, lines 37-60; and column 21, lines 35 through 
column 22). 

The other claim limitations disclosed by Mast in the last Office Action can still 
apply in the rejection of the dependent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which 
the invention was made. 

3.1 Claims 1, 3 - 14, 16 - 27, 29 - 36, 38 - 53, 55 - 66, and 68 - 80 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 5,881,287 to Mast in view of US Patent 
6,282,362 to Murphy et aL 

3.2 As per claim 1, Mast substantially teaches a method for protecting digital images from 
being copied from a video RAM, (see column 3, lines 25-34 and column 9, lines 60-67). Mast 
discloses the step of transmitting stored pixel data from a computer memory to a video RAM 
(column 3, lines 25-57). As defined in the dictionary, the pixels are the basic units of the 
composition of the image disclosed by Mast. Mast also discloses the step of identifying 
protected image within the image in memory that meets the recitation of identifying the protected 
pixel data within the stored pixel data (see column 3, lines 30-49; and lines 49-57; and column 
10, lines 57-61). Mast discloses in prior art (columns 1-3) many examples of modifying pixel 



Application/Control Number: 09/459,493 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2136 

data prior to arrival at the video RAM. Mast further discloses the steps of modifying pixel data 
by encryption before transmitting to end users, prior to its being received by the video RAM, 
thereby generating modified pixel data within which individual pixel datum is recognizable as 
being protected or unprotected (see column 7, lines 34-47); and after instruction to copy pixel 
data from the video RAM, replacing individual pixel datum that is recognized as being protected, 
with substitute pixel datum (column 3, lines 30-49, column 9, lines 59 et seq., and column 10, 
line 53 through column 11, line 1). Mast does not explicitly teach modifying least significant 
bits of stored pixel data prior to its being received by the video RAM and recognizing individual 
pixel data as being protected or unprotected based on the least significant bits of the datum . 
However, Murphy et aL in an analogous art teaches modifying least significant bits of stored 
pixel data prior to its being received by the video RAM, for example (see column 4, lines 1 1-25; 
column 7, lines 5-56), and further discloses recognizing individual pixel datum as being 
protected or unprotected based on the least significant bits of the datum, for example (see column 
4, lines 1 1-25; column 7, lines 5-56; column 20, lines 37-60; and column 21, lines 35 through 
column 22) with the advantage that a chosen set of pixels from the digital image can be 
determined and can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication information can be 
recovered by authorized person or facility. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Mast by 
modifying least significant bits of stored pixel data prior to its being received by the video RAM 
and recognizing individual pixel datum as being protected or unprotected based on the least 
significant bits of the datum as taught by Murphy et aL so that a chosen set of pixels from 
digital image can be determined and can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication 
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information can be recovered by authorized person or facility (see column 7, lines 10-40). This 
modification would have been obvious because one skilled in the art would have been motivated 
by the suggestions provided by Murphy et al. so as to a chosen set of pixels from the digital 
image can be determined and can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication 
information can be recovered by authorized person or facility, for example (see column 7, lines 
10-40). 

As per claims 3 29, and 55, Murphy et al. discloses wherein pixel data includes red, 
green, and blue color components said modifying sets the least significant bits within pixel data 
of any color including blue color that meets the recitation of limitation of wherein pixel data 
includes red, green, and blue color components and wherein, said modifying sets the least 
significant bits within pixel data of the blue components such modification is also well known in 
the art the (see column 20, lines 36-67). 

As per claim 4, Mast substantially discloses rendering pixel data in video RAM on a 
video display device, (see column 1, lines 40-47). 

As per claims 5, 30, and 56, Murphy et al. discloses the limitation of rendering pixel 
data that is visually similar to the stored pixel data when rendered on a video display device, for 
example (see column 21, lines 40-67) 
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As per claim 6, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the pixel data is copied from the 
video RAM by a screen capture command (column 10, lines 52-66 and columns 11-12). 

As per claim 7, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the pixel data is copied from the 
video RAM by command to copy screen data to a clipboard (column 10, lines 52-66 and 
columns 11-12). 

As per claims 8, 32, and 60, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the protected pixel 
data is pixel data for at least one protected digital image (see fig. 8 and column 10, line 52 
through column 12). 

As per claim 9, Mast substantially teaches the claimed method of claim 8. Mast 
discloses sending protected image to end user but does not specifically disclose downloading the 
at least one protected image over the Internet, which is well known in the art. 

As per claims 12 and 34, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the stored pixel data 
is encrypted pixel data (see column 7, lines 20-47). 

As per claims 13 and 35, Mast discloses the limitation of decoding encrypted stored 
pixel data (see column 9, lines 8-20). 
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As per claim 10, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the stored pixel data is 
encrypted pixel data (see column 7, lines 20-47). Mast further discloses that the image files are 
protected from misappropriation with some form of encryption and suggests to use other 
encryption schemes than the one disclosed (see column 7, lines 40-47). Therefore, it is apparent 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, as an encryption scheme, to have the substitute pixel datum 
encrypted to indicate that they are protected images. 

As per claim 11, Mast discloses the limitation of decoding encrypted pixel data (see 
column 9, lines 8-20). 

As per claim 14, Mast teaches the limitations of claim 14 using a method and an 
apparatus in a computer system (see column 4, lines 19-28). Claim 14 recites the same 
limitation as the rejected claim 1 except for incorporating the claimed methods into a system. A 
computer system has data buses to transfer data for storage, a digital filter to identify and modify 
pixel data, and processors to replace or copy information to memory. It is apparent to one skilled 
in the art that the method disclosed by Mast can be applied in a system. 

Claims 16, 38, and 68 are similar to the rejected claim 3 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 16, 38, and 68 are rejected on the same 
rationale as the rejection of claim 3. 
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As per claim 17, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 14. Claim 17 is similar to 
the rejected claim 4. Therefore, claim 17 is rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 4. 

Claims 18, 40, and 70 are similar to the rejected claim 5 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 18, 40, and 70 are rejected on the same 
rationale as the rejection of claim 5. 

As per claim 19, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 14. Claim 19 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first data bus and said second data bus are distinct data busses. It is 
apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system has distinct data buses to transfer data 
for storage (see column 4, lines 19-28). 

As per claim 20, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 14. Claim 20 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first data bus and said second data bus are the same data bus. The fact 
of using the same data bus instead of two distinct data buses may reduce cost. However, having 
one bus may slow down the process of transmitting data, and furthermore, it does not provide 
any backup if the bus fails. It is apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system is 
capable of using either the same bus or distinct data buses (see column 4, lines 19-28). 
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Claims 21, 41, and 75 are similar to the rejected claim 8 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 21, 41, and 75 are rejected on the same 
rationale as the rejection of claim 8. 

Claims 22, 42, and 76 are similar to the rejected claim 9 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 22, 42, and 76 are rejected on the same 
rationale as the rejection of claim 9. 

As per claims 23-26, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 14. Claims 23-26 are 
similar to the rejected claims 10-13 respectively. Therefore, claims 23-26 are rejected on the 
same rationale as the rejection of claims 10-13. 

As per claim 27, claim 27 recites some of the limitations of the rejected claim 1 . 
Therefore, claim 27 is rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 1. 

Claims 31 and 57 are similar to the rejected claim 5. Therefore, claims 31 and 57 are 
rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 5. 

Claims 33 and 61 are similar to the rejected claim 9. Therefore, claims 33 and 61 are 
rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 9. 
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As per claim 36, Mast substantially teaches the limitations of claim 36 using a method 
and an apparatus in a computer system (see column 4, lines 19-28). Claim 36 recites the same 
limitation as the rejected claim 1 except for incorporating the claimed methods into a system. A 
computer system has data buses to transfer data for storage and a digital filter to identify and 
modify pixel data. It is apparent to one skilled in the art that the method disclosed by Mast can 
be applied in a system. 

Claims 39 and 69 are similar to the rejected claim 4 except for incorporating the claimed 
method into a system. Therefore, claims 39 and 69 are rejected on the same rationale as the 
rejection of claim 4. 

Claims 43 and 79 are similar to the rejected claim 12 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 43 and 79 are rejected on the same rationale as 
the rejection of claim 12. 

Claims 44 and 80 are similar to the rejected claim 13 except for incorporating the 
claimed method into a system. Therefore, claims 44 and 80 are rejected on the same rationale as 
the rejection of claim 13. 

As per claim 45, Mast substantially teaches a method for protecting pixel data located in 
a video RAM from being copied. Mast also discloses replacing protected pixel data with 
substitute pixel data, after instruction to copy pixel data from the video RAM (see column 3, 
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lines 30-49, column 9, lines 59 et seq., and column 10, line 53 through column 1 1, line 1). (See 
also column 2, lines 13-25). Mast discloses that encryption fails to protect pixel data within the 
video memory because of the need to be displayed (see column 1, lines 62-66). Mast does not 
explicitly teach providing pixel data with marking so that individual pixel datum is recognizable 
as being protected or unprotected; and recognizing individual pixel data as being protected or 
unprotected based on the least significant bits of the datum . However, Murphy et al. in an 
analogous art teaches providing pixel data within a video RAM with marking so that individual 
pixel datum is recognizable as being protected or unprotected, for example (see column 4, lines 
11-25; column 7, lines 5-56; column 20, lines 37-60; and column 21, lines 35 through column 
22), and further discloses recognizing individual pixel data as being protected or unprotected 
based on the least significant bits of the datum, for example (see column 4, lines 1 1-25; column 
7, lines 5-56; column 20, lines 37-60; and column 21, lines 35 through column 22) with the 
advantage that a chosen set of pixels from the digital image can be determined and can be 
retrieved from the digital image and authentication information can be recovered by authorized 
person or facility, for example (see column 7, lines 10-40). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Mast by providing pixel data within a video RAM with marking so that individual 
pixel datum is recognizable as being protected or unprotected as taught by Murphy et aL so that 
a chosen set of pixels from digital image can be determined and can be retrieved from the digital 
image and authentication information can be recovered by authorized person or facility. This 
modification would have been obvious because one skilled in the art would have been motivated 
by the suggestions provided by Murphy et aL so as to a chosen set of pixels from the digital 
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image can be determined and can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication 
information can be recovered by authorized person or facility, for example (see column 7, lines 
10-40). 

As per claim 46, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the pixel data is copied from 
the video RAM by a screen capture command (column 10, lines 52-66 and columns 11-12). 

As per claim 47, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the pixel data is copied from 
the video RAM by command to copy screen data to a clipboard (column 10, lines 52-66 and 
columns 11-12). 

As per claim 48, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the stored pixel data is 
encrypted pixel data (see column 7, lines 20-47). Mast fiirther discloses that the image files are 
protected from misappropriation with some form of encryption and suggests to use other 
encryption schemes than the one disclosed (see column 7, lines 40-47). Therefore, it is apparent 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, as an encryption scheme, to have the substitute pixel datum 
encrypted to indicate that they are protected images. 

As per claim 49, Mast discloses the limitation of decoding encrypted pixel data (see 
column 9, lines 8-20). 
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As per claim 50, Mast teaches the limitations of claim 50 using a method and an 
apparatus in a computer system (see column 4, lines 19-28). Claim 50 recites the same 
limitation as the rejected claim 45 except for incorporating the claimed methods into a system 
comprising a data bus and a pixel processor. A computer system has data buses to transfer data 
for storage, and processors to replace individual pixel datum. It is apparent to one skilled in the 
art that the method disclosed by Mast can be applied in a system. 

Claim 51 is similar to the rejected claim 10 except for incorporating the claimed method 
into a system. Therefore, claim 51 is rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 10. 

Claim 52 is similar to the rejected claim 11 except for incorporating the claimed method 
into a system. Therefore, claim 51 is rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claim 11. 

As per claim 53, Mast substantially teaches a method for protecting digital images from 
being copied from a video RAM. Mast discloses the steps of modifying the stored pixel data so 
as to mark it as being protected and thereafter transmitting stored pixel data including the 
modified protecting pixel data from a computer memory to a video RAM (see column 7, lines 
34-47 see column 3, lines 10-14; column 2, lines 13-25). (See also prior art columns 1-3). 
Mast also discloses the step of identifying protected image within the image in memory that 
meets the recitation of identifying the protected pixel data within the stored pixel data (see 
column 3, lines 30-49 and column 10, lines 57-61); and in response to pixel data being copied 
from the video RAM, replacing individual pixel datum copied from the video RAM, that is 
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protected, with substitute pixel datum (column 3, lines 30-49, column 9, lines 59 et seq., and 
column 10, line 53 through column 1 1, line 1); and discloses after instruction to copy pixel data 
from the video RAM, replacing individual pixel datum that is recognized as being protected, 
with substitute pixel datum (column 3, lines 30-49, column 9, lines 59 et seq., and column 10, 
line 53 through column 11, line 1). Mast does not explicitly teach modifying least significant 
bits of protected pixel data prior so as to mark it as being protected. However, Murphy et aL in 
an analogous art teaches modifying least significant bits of stored pixel data prior to its being 
received by the video RAM, for example (see column 4, lines 1 1-25; column 7, lines 5-56), and 
further discloses recognizing individual pixel datum that is marked as being protected, for 
example (see column 4, lines 1 1-25; column 7, lines 5-56; column 20, lines 37-60; and column 
21 , lines 35 through column 22) with the advantage that a chosen set of pixels from the digital 
image can be determined and can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication 
information can be recovered by authorized person or facility. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of Mast by modifying least significant bits of stored pixel data prior to its being received 
by the video RAM and recognizing individual pixel datum that is marked as being protected as 
taught by Murphy et al. so that a chosen set of pixels from digital image can be determined and 
can be retrieved from the digital image and authentication information can be recovered by 
authorized person or facility (see column 7, lines 10-40). This modification would have been 
obvious because one skilled in the art would have been motivated by the suggestions provided by 
Murphy et al. so as to a chosen set of pixels from the digital image can be determined and can 
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be retrieved from the digital image and authentication information can be recovered by 
authorized person or facility, for example (see column 7, lines 10-40). 

Claims 58-59 are similar to the rejected claims 6-7 respectively. Therefore, claims 58- 
59 are rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claims 6-7. 

Claims 62-63 are similar to the rejected claims 10-11 respectively. Therefore, claims 
62-63 are rejected on the same rationale as the rejection of claims 10-11. 

As per claim 64, Mast discloses the limitation of wherein the protected pixel data is 
encrypted pixel data (see column 7, lines 20-47). 

As per claim 65, Mast discloses the limitation of decoding encrypted stored pixel data 
(see column 9, lines 8-20). 

As per claim 66, Mast teaches the limitations of claim 66 using a method and an 
apparatus in a computer system (see column 4, lines 19-28). Claim 66 recites the same 
limitation as the rejected claim 53 except for incorporating the claimed methods into a system 
comprising a data bus and a pixel processor. A computer system has data buses to transfer data 
for storage, and processors to modify and replace pixel data. It is apparent to one skilled in the 
art that the method disclosed by Mast can be applied in a system. 
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As per claim 71, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66. Claim 71 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first data bus and said second data bus are distinct data busses. It is 
apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system has distinct data buses to transfer data 
for storage (see column 4, lines 19-28). 

As per claim 72, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66. Claim 72 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first data bus and said second data bus are the same data bus. The fact 
of using the same data bus instead of two distinct data buses may reduce cost. However, having 
one bus may slow down the process of transmitting data and furthermore it does not provide any 
backup if the bus fails. It is apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system is capable 
of using either the same bus or distinct data buses (see column 4, lines 19-28). 

As per claim 73, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66. Claim 73 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first pixel processor and said second pixel processor are distinct 
processors. It is apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system may have distinct 
processors for different tasks (see also column 4, lines 19-28). 

As per claim 74, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66. Claim 74 recites the 
limitation of wherein said first pixel processor and said second pixel processor are the same 
processors. The fact of using the same processor instead of two distinct processors may reduce 
cost. It is apparent to one skilled in the art to have a system using a CPU as a processor to 
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perform all the tasks. It is apparent to one skilled in the art that a computer system is capable of 
using either the same processor or distinct processors (see also column 4, lines 19-28). 

As per claim 77, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66 and further discloses the 
limitation of wherein the stored pixel data is encrypted pixel data (see column 7, lines 20-47). 
Mast further discloses that the image files are protected from misappropriation with some form 
of encryption and suggests to use other encryption schemes than the one disclosed (see column 7, 
lines 40-47). Therefore, it is apparent to one of ordinary skill in the art, as an encryption scheme, 
to have the substitute pixel datum encrypted to indicate that they are protected images. 

As per claim 78, Mast discloses the claimed system of claim 66 and further discloses the 
limitation of decoding encrypted pixel data (see column 9, lines 8-20). 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patents 5,875,249 Mintzer et al. 

5,764,770 Schipper et al. 
These patents pertain to image authentication and copyright protection for modifying 
individual pixel datum and recognizing individual pixel datum as being protected. 
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4. 1 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carl Colin whose telephone number is 703-305-0355. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday and every other Friday, 8:00- 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on 703-305-9648. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



6:30 PM. 



Carl Colin 



AYAZ SHEIKH 
i IPERVIS0RY PATENT EXAMINER 
—HHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 




Patent Examiner 



September 1, 2004 



